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A natlonal automated telecommunication system, the
Migrant Student RecoTrd Transfer System (MSRTS) provides academid and
other relevant data on migrant children to participating school upon

. Tequest. The system was developed in response to the need for
providing timely acadetmic and health information to the schools these
children enter as they migrate. Selectgd aspects of MSRTS were
;ev1eued to detérmine its accuracy, effygiency, and the degree/ of
partigjpation in the sys%em. Emphasis was on its .use for dete m1n1ng
the ﬁ§§B€T§aiggi%;atory children upon which State fund allocations -
are )based upder Title I Sf-the 1965 Elementary and Secondary )

\\\‘>' FPdpfation Act. .An-Office of =ducation (OE) validation study,

- cOmpleted in na:§h-197u, was also evaluatéd. A joint, effort by OE and
State migrant program personnel and an OF consultant, this wvalidation-
study determined the degree to which the system's data represented
actual migrantschildren a+ var*ous schools throughout the country. It
was found *hat MSRTS provided a more reliable basis for allocating
migrant program funds under Title I and that .0 d;d ‘not provide
funding for certain migrant children in fiscal year 1975, though
required by the Educa*ion Amendments of 1974, {NQ)
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This report points out that the Aigrant Ste-
dent Record Transfer System provides a more . -

ruliable basis for allotsting migrant progrem «
“Munds under utle | of the Elementary and )
ndary Education Act of 1985, a5
d, than did the previously used
report also shows that the Office
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/" CHAPTER 1 L R
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., JINTRODUCTION . - .
] .
At the requéest of Congressman Albert H. Quie, we have . /

reviewed selected aspects of the Migrant™ Student Record
Transfer System. Hr. Quie asked us to determine the sys-
tem's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of partjcipation

ingthe system, and other relevant information. ) - )

We particularly looked into the uSe\B{ the system for
determining the number of migratory children upon which
fund allocations to the States and the Dist;%gt of Columbia 1/
ate based under title I of the Elementary and.Secondacy Educa- '
/éion Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.5.C. 241b). Under title I,
grants are Qgge to the States for progr and projects to
meet the spgcial educational needs of mi?fatory children of !
migratory agricultural workers and migrAtory fishermen.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM - : ) :

The ‘Migrant Studeant Record géghsfer System is a natio%%l
automated telecommunication syst which provides ac i
and other information on migrén//ghildren to particip
schoels on, request. The syst was developed to satisfy the
need for providing timely deademic and health inforfmation
on migrant children to schools the children enter “as they Ve
migrete. Previoumsly, the school and health records of migrant Ve
children €ften arrived too late to be of any itse to teachers ,>//(
~

and school nurses in the placement and healfth care of these

.

children. . . . ;//

In fiscal veat 1975, abou% 8,800 schools
had access to the natjonal data bank through 140
terminals strategically located throughout the cbuntry. T
The data bank-~which has on file the records of more than , ;

’

500,000 migra;Z/students—-is located in Little Rock, . f

Arkansas, wherf the system is maintained and operated” by /7

the Arkansas State Dep3r tment of Education under contract /é/ ,
" to the Department of Health, Education, .and Welfare's ’
{HEW's) Office of Education *(OE).

Essen{iélly the

ystem works as follows:

1. The States/or local, education.agency recrfiits
enrglls /@ child in a local migrant education

.

|

/ -
1/For allocation purposes the Districtt of Columbia i
" treated as a State. R

J
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" COMPTROLLER CEMERAL'S *EVALUATION. OF THE MIGRANT

, REPORT TQ THE 0 STUDENT RECORD TRANSFER
. HONORABLE ALBERT H. QUIE SYSTEM

! HOUSE q;fREpREsenTATIvms : Office of EBducatien

. ‘ . »  Department of Bealth,
.'v { Ediication, and Welfare
) DIGEST e

*

' GAO evaluated the zdequacy of the Migrant
Student Record Transfer System as a basis
for allocating migrant program funds undéri y
f . title I of the Elementary'and Seco y -

Education. Act of 1965. The Arkansas State

Department of Education operates the sys—-

tem undér contract with REW's Office of

‘Education. (See p. 1l.) . o ‘

| " The Education Amendments. of 1974 provide
that, in determining the number of
. migrant children on which allocations to
States are based, the Office of Eduga-
tioh should use statistics generated by
the: system or another more reliable . e
method. -

.. In November 1974 it approved the use of t ‘:
—t ‘ the system, primarily because:
]
)

p “~-Department of Labor data, which had been,
) . used in .the past, was not accurate.
‘. . (See p. 4.) - _ . : ;

¥ ,: .—--h validation study of the system, com— -
( " pleted in March 1974, indicated that St
! it was mote accurate: (See p. 5.) . t
\?\\\\\ Comparing the methodology used to derive .
v~ estimates fyom Labor's data with that used : :
for the sydtem, GAO, found the latter -
< provides”a more reliable basis for estimat-_
~% {ng migrant program allocations. The ac-~ ™
curacy of the system, however, has not L
. -~ beef’ establisied because the valigation
- study did-ndt. provide an adequate¢ basis:
for ‘assessing' it. .-
s

N

.l.----.;‘.“.....'x-....7
Yy

i ‘’Allocations for title I migrant piogr ams
s ' "7 "for fiscal year 1975 totaled about $92
' ’ ;| million. Using the system dat& reasulted
- . - o : ;o
- " C O
Tear Snnal, Uron rﬁ_mo'nl_ the report
© coser dste chouighe r_c,b:-d hereon. i )
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in 15 States receiving about $13 million
nore than they would have received had
Labor's data been used. (See p. 12.)

The Education Amendments of 1974 provide .
that, 'in determining title I migraat 4
allocations, the Ofifice is to cecunt .
migratory children of migratory fishec-,

men and formerly migratory children,

The latter are children who have ceased
migrating but who, with the concurrence

of their parents, are still eligible for
program benefits up to 5 years., '

According to the Office, migratory chil-
dren of migratery fishermen and formerly
migratory children were not counted for .
fiscal year 1975 because accurate )
estimates of their numbers and locations
were not available.

e‘ N N .
The Office did, have current estimates,
however, which officials believed were ..
conservative. These estimates showed a .
total- of 275,000 fotmerly migratory
children ard 12,000 migratory children of
migratory fishermen. (See pp. 13 and
15-) * . '

- .

"GAO‘concluded@ that the Office should have
included some estimate of the number of
these migrents in the funding base for.
fiscal year 1978. Por, the fiscal year
1976 migrant program &llocations,~the
Office did provide an estimate.

1]
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/" CHAPTER 1 P R
Y INTRODUCTION . P .
/ .
At the requéest of Congressman Albert H. Quie, we have _‘

. reviewed selected aspects of the Migrant Student Recorgd
Transfer System. Hr. Quie asked us to determine the sys-
// tem's accuracy and efficiency, the degree of Participation
ingkthe system, and other relevant information. . -
We particularly looked into the uSe\éﬁ the system for
- determining the number of migratery children upon which
’ fund allocations to the States and the Dist;égt of Columbia 1/
o ate based under title I of the Elementary and . Secondary Educa~ '
’ ion Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.5.C. 241b). Under title I,
// grants are QZEe to the States for,proqrzzé and projects to

meet the spgcial educational needs of migratory children of :
migratory agricultyral workers and migr tory fishermen.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SYSTEM -

The ‘Migrant Student Record g;;hsfer System is a natio%%l
automated telecommunication syst which provides ac i

and other jinformation on migrant children to particip
schoels on, request. The syst was developed to satisfy the
need for providing ‘timely deademic and health inforfhation

on migrant children to schools the children enter “as they
migrete. Previously, the school and health records of migrant

, children dften arrived too late to be of any ltse to teachers
. and school nurses in the placement and health cate of these .
children, . - .

-\ . - Y
In fiscal veat 1975, abou%: 8,800 schools™i

, had access to the national data bank through 140

.- © terminals strategically located throughout the

<
.

ountry. :
The data bank--which has on file the records of more than oo :
500,000 migrant, students--is located in Little Rock, /{, '
Arkansas, whegzlthe system is maintained and operated” by 7 :

the Arkansas State Depa@rtment of Eduvcation under contract /%/ '
" to the Department of Health, Education, .and Welfare's “.
(HEW's) Office of EQucation*(OE). - :

Essen{iélly the

ystem works as follows:

. 1. The State/or local, education.agency recrtiits

.

Ve
ﬂ&?or allocation purposes the District of Columbia i
" treated as a"State. o




2. Key personal data on the child and academic and
health data, if available, is transmitted to
a terminal operator by fglephone or mail.

3. The terminal operator transforms the information
into a punched paper tape and transmits it ’to -
the national data bank in Little -Rock via a N
teletype terminal.

4. If data on the child is already recorded in -
) the system, his record is extracted from

the data base and forwarded by mailt to the A /

school.

5. If it is determined that the-chilg 'is being
enrolled for the first time, he is assigned a'
permanent student number and the information is

. Stored in the computer data base. .

6. fWhen the child moves on, the local education

‘agency updatés his ‘academic and health data
and he is withdrawn from the local program./ .-

7. The updated information is transmitted to”Ligfle -
Rock via the terminal operator.

8. When the child enrolls 'in a different schopl, the
cycle is repeated. .

The system became fully operational in f&scal year 1972.
Costs are covered under an‘arrangement usi g titlé I funds
whereby the States provide a portion of théir allocation fore -
the migrént program to the Commissioper 6f Education for
operating the system. Through fiscal year 1974, an average.
of S1.4 million has been spent anfually/for developing and
operatingnthgrsystem. oo '

Impact of theg .Education Amendxégzs of/ 1974
T B e /

- The Education Amené;; és'of'%?74 (Public ‘Law 93-3

“* * £.%the Commissioner {of EducatTbn) shall use

statigtics made abailable by the migrant stident
record transfer Bystem or such other systém as’
he may determine most‘accurately’and~fully re~
fleét$ the actual number of migrant studests."




‘tions to the Sta:es.

- \ g ) .

7

Before the 1974 amendmenfs were enacted, title I migrant.
funds " were al;ocated,ﬁo States. on the basis the number
of (1) migratory childrem, aged 5 to 17, whos parents were
migratory agricultural workers and who resided in the States -
full time and (2) the full-time equivalent of such children,
who resided there part time. The amendments expanded cover-~
age -for dllocation pirposss to include migratory children
of migratory fishermen'and formerly migfatory children. - ,
The latter children are those who have not.miyrated for at "\
least a year but who, with the concurrence of ir parents,
are still deemed to be migrants and ate.bligible for title I

benefits for' up to’S years after they cease migrating.
: . p :

The 1974 afendments aiso provide for.treating Puerto .
Rico as a State for the purpose of fund’ allocations. Adai-

tionally, for Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin.,Islands, -

- and the Trust Territory cf the Pacific Islands, an alloca

tion is authorized of up to 1 percent of the total agpro-7
priated for migrant programs in the States and Puerto Rice.

-

On Novemher 14, 1974, the Commissfoner approved the
use of

-

systen for determining fiscal year 1975 alloca- a
For this purpose,.a migrédnt program
allocation subsystem was developed which es< tially ex*-
tracts fropm the system's data base that ipfsrmation critjcal

to computing~the allocations.
. 4-r @

.
~

SCOPE OF* REVIEW e .

.~ 0ur review was mad& primarily 4t OE headquarfers. Addi-~ .

tionally, we visjited the system's center of operations in .
Eittle Rock. OQur work there primarily. involved discussiomﬁf
with Arkansas State Department of Education employees and °*
a consultant whom OE relies, on to monitor the system. Also,
as agreed with Mr. Quie's office, much of our work involved

evaluating a recent validation study of the system.
< ) )

*
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CHAPTER 2

ADEOQUACY OF THE 5YSTEM FOR ALLOCATION 9&RPOSES

. OE's decision to use the system's data as.a basis for
allocating fiscal year 1975 title I migrant funds to the
States was based to a-large extent on

.+ =-the inadeguacy of Department of Labor St&tlSth: which
had been used in the past, for this purpose and

--a recent validation sbﬁ/;-whlch indicates that* the |

- system would prcbably provids an adequate basis for

", estimating tgtal funding undar the title I migrant
program. - )

. A
° - .

We compared the methodology used to derlve estimates
from-the system with that used for the Labor data and found
that "the system.would prdbably provide a more reliable basis
for estimating migrant program allocdtions. The accuracy of’

" the system, however, has not been  established because the

validation study dld not prov1de an adequate basis for as

se551nq*1L. .
- The Arkansas State Départment of .Education recognizes

that the system has-inaccuracies and has taken steps te correct

them.

ESTIMATES, USING LABOR DATA . . /

/

.* OE believed that estlmatas from Labor :data were not ac- .
curate. For example, using system data, OE estimated the num~
ber of full-timeé equivalent migrant students, aged 5 to 17,
to be about 212,000 for calendar year 1973. Converselys us-
ing Labor data for the same period, OE estimated there were
about 67,000 such students. Q\ .

‘e ‘

The Labor data is based on. the monthly "In Season Farm._
Labor Report” subﬂltted by the States. These reports are
compiled by reporting areas within the States and provide,
among other things, wstiiates on the gumber of interstate
and intrastate migratory farm workers. OE's reasons for
believing that this data is not gdgguate for fund allocation
purposes include: - .

—-The reports ptov1de data dn farm workers rather than

children.
~-The prdcedure# used to arrive at estimates are dis-
cretionary. P
s 4 . h
\4/ /
’ 10 -\ "
/ .

9
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+-State réﬁorting areas are not required to .report if
the. totdl number of migratory farm workers employed

is léss than 500. ' ¢ . .
‘4l?arm workers living 3t home in -their base‘State are /°
not classifigd as migrants. & J

¢ ! ¢ /e
To convert migratory adult workers to children, CE app&ied

a factor of three-quarters to the number of adult workers. '
The factor was estimat® in part from statistics and commerits
of individuals from Labor and the Department of Agriculture.
We did not evaluate the suitability of this factor, and an
OE official told us thav no such evaluation hdg been made
since the /facter was developedciq 1966.

P e

vaLIDAtION STUDY - - v
An OE validation study, completed in March 1974, was a

joint effort by OFE migrant -program parsonnel, State migrant

program personnel, and en*OE consultant. The study was

made to determine the suitability of statistics generated by o”/,

the system for allocating title I migrant funds. ©Specifically
the study was to determine the degree to which the system's
data represented actual migrant children at various schools
throughouyt the ‘country. The, methodology of the study basically
involved comparing a physical count of migrant children attend-
ing selected schools on a giver. date with the information in
the system's data base. At the time of the study, only data
on migratory children of migratory agricultural workers was
permitted to be placed in the system. ,
The study covered 17 States and included a sample of
29 schools 1/ having a total of 1,865 migrant students.’ A
summary comparison of thé physical head count at these sczdols
with the number of students, shown by the System's data baSe(,
follows. . A

-
- k

.
.

1/The term "school” as used in the study may refer t¢ a school
district, a school building, or some qther classi ication.

Y
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) " - Q) t2) 3 (4 sy . 13 1) 13,
. ' 1denticalt ™ "
satches
' / S betwveen - . ®
. Percent  head and + Head 5yste;\/' .
' { System orfe¥- diftée- cysten .counts count Percsnt
“Head couat ence ence - 7 counts unmatched unmatched unsatched
N Loc 3t 10q ceont {rote a) 12)-11 {3iril) {note h) (13109 *° (2)-L53 taote cJ
|d,9(’ 60 €0 - 0 o < .
sisbeurt ° . 60 60 - o™ . 60 .
. New Rex1¢0 35 35 - 35
Illapoas ¢ 15 15 -~ 15 4 ,
HiS50UTL 12, 12 - 12 o -
/—-'%:‘m 4 4 - 4 , .
Z Flog13da 168" « 168 - , 161} 5 5 5.8 .
Hississippl 89 89 - [ 13 ‘4 4 8.6
Florica 246 243 -3 -1.2 239 7 N 4.4
- Teras 337 342 5 1.5 310 27 32 16.0
1zana <4 63 -1 ~1.6 53 S 4 o 132
. ' u[snangon 100 103 3 3.0 33 1 N - 48 2
{ Atazons 33 32 -1 ~3.0 32 /) .- 3.0 ,
. . Mortn P / -
Catolina 61 5; -; -3.; 13; 4 *2 .5
Californta 154 4 - -4, 12 5 . 10.7
, ,  Nev Yorx 3 .../,‘fss -5 -8.2 52 9 ' 20.0 '
Idaho e 10 1 v/ 10.¢ 10 ‘- ! 9.1 .
California .3 32 -¢ ~11.1 2 10 6 38.1 «
Texss, : 57 50 o1 -12.3 [ 12 10 5 40.3
Catifornta 26 22 -4 3 18,4 22 4 - 1584
Hainz 46 S8 12 26.1 3 7 19 40.0
Alatana 58 45 -13 -22.4 113 pYR -1 25
Waghington 13 10 -3 ~23.1 ] 5; 2 . 467 .
New Hexaco 20 27 k] 35.¢ 19, )] AR S 32.1
o ' Wezt Vicginia 23 17 -6 -26.1 m . 3 - 26,1
' onwo 2 35 2 44.4 25 2 14 39.0°
North ‘ \
tarolina n ., i e 47.6 21 ®- ) 32,3
Florida 26 11 -1% ~57.1 p 9 17 2 €7.9
wiscbnsin 3 ? 4 133.3 - . 2 109.0
‘ Total 1,835 1,843 -1 0.9 e, o1 PITINE ‘xs.zx
. u/Adjusted by the ltudy group for ov-o: ~date trecords and inconsistencies _in the .
suivey's aethodology at certatn zchools, .
; / b/1centics] ratches ate those’ vnexe the children fn the system and the children ° ¥
identifizd by tne head coun the (sexa” Colusna (1) and (2) are a nuierical '
* €OaparisOn only. -~ v . N v .
. VRN Ser r
' S/LLEY + {713 T (1S) ¢ (6) « (). . : ) ‘ .
- - ‘ . - c -
“ : The averdge difference of -0.9 percenf?f’ that
o if the system were used for computlng'txtlexl allo atlons,
. _total progran. funding would probably be 'underest
‘ ‘a retatively small amount. For - ‘individual sch ols. hogi—~ «
» ever, the study showed that differences/vari greatl
. between the head count and the system count.” For e&ahple,
N one school in Florida showed a discrepancy of ~57.ﬁ/ﬁercent,
and a school. in North Carolina show ‘a discrepancy of
. +4776 percente 3 ) . s
r ’ "
Concernlng the accuracy of fhese pro eqt1onsn the study
recognized that the statistical/samples 'taken in the States
weie too small to make a valid/statement’ oncerning the ex-
‘ pacted accuracy of allocatio to individual States. For
the -0.9 percent variance fof the total’ prPgram 1on,
the stﬁdy group felt that, tatlsulcally,la level of con-
R . fidence could not be atlached to”the projedation becauSe of
P " errors made y the survey/ teans dur*ng thel. head cgunt
r/ - N )
Pl »
, 6 .
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The 5tudy showed that 84.8 mercent (100-15.2) of the
total number of students found durng the head count and in
the system's data base were identic matches. Althouwgh this
analysis has no direct bearing on theNaccuracy of the system
as a funding instrument, it does indicate the integrity and .
reliability of the system as a whole. That is, the =0.9 per-
cdent difference did not resulit from a chande numerical match-
ing of different children. ' K

4 .
The study group also made the following gederal dbserva-
tions or conclusions: .. C . ' 1
o - , .
. ¥ --No evidence was: found during the sSurvey which\{ndicated
the deliberate insertion of fictitiolis student Necords
into the system. On the contracy, the.survey ind\gated
that many schools were not enrolling as many studeml\s
e as they could. )
on . : . .
. =-No evidence was fo#nd that the computer system at R
Little Rock was responsible for inaccuracies in data
®  handling. TH& cause of the inaccuracies in the data J
> . base, sample can be traced back to the project schools - I\
T . and the. termfhal operatorsg -
s . . . X ¢ ~ J' .
# KR --Use’ of the system as' g basis for allocating funds .
. y - .should improve its acQucacy becaduse .inaccuracy would .
.. be'a disadvantage to the States. ) <j
- ot - N ..
. In additiqa to the errors made by the survey teams
. ' during the head count, the study's methodology was biased in
. . - several ways which had an indeterminate impact on the M ..
. o findings, OE recodriized these ‘biased and said thay resulted
Yo - .primarily from funding and timing constraints. The biases
g . ) ., Aincluded the followinj: ‘ o . : ,
4 \., N Lt . . ¥ R M r\
' '=-Schodls were excluded which had an expected engQllment .;///’/
A MR of less than six children. =~ - ' )
. --The greatest'number of schoole™were not expected
‘ open at the time the survey was taken; thus, thgs# .
) " schools sampled .might not be representative the . ///¢
. total migrant school pogpulation. 'é
. ¢ . - o “c.
"». . S ~--The objectivity of the study is qu nable khecause b
p ) . it was' conducted by OE migrant m personnel, &
" < . :State-migrant\gersoqnel, ang . consultant for o g :
‘ y nonitoring the system. .- ‘ . PR
> » . . . A
o }“
ﬂ»_»
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MIGRANT PROGRAN ALLOCATION SUBSYSTEM IR

. 3 .
This subsystem was developed to determine the number of

migrant children in each State for use &s a basis for fund ‘-~

aliocations undér title I. Basically,, the,subsystem consists
of two computer programs--the first processes the systen's

fdata base and extracts the necessazﬁ/enrollment information

and the second prepares an allocatidn summary and other
reports. agnformatiOn critical to allocation includes (1)
basic student identification data, including birth date. (2)
dates errolied in various schools, ard (3) ‘locations of the
schools. . ' ) ..

‘4
* Essential topthe usefulness of any computerized data

base jé the maépé nance of accurate and current data. Thé - -
Arkan

to achieve this. | Three of these methags‘ﬁbe\?iscussed belaw.

~

Data validation program . .- .
S . . . AN . - .
.This computer program checks the .correctness of student
information before it is accepted +dinto the system's data bank.
Basically, the program provides two checks. First, each item
that should contain numerical data is checked for such data
and each item that should contain -alphabetic data is likewise'’
checked. Secondly, validity-range checks are made orn data
‘fields determined to be dates. For example, & month expressed
in numbers must range between 0l and 12. Alsc, codes submitted
in the stugent imput data, such as "Schoosl ID,". are validated
by referente to a "Schooi ID" table. Unless the code can be
matched te® an enfrd)\ in the appropriate table the data field
is rejected by the Bystem. Error messages are prepared and
transnitted back tg the originating terminal for all ipput
data items that f£Ail the validatién tests. ¢!

puplicate .record scré§g;nq -~ . R
e » . . <

-

¥ .
The Arkansas.State Department of Education has developed

two kasic mettods to address the problem of duplicate records
in th sgém. One mrethod is essentially prevent;ve and can
be initiated routinely by the terminal operators.. The other

method is a special computer program wiich can be run periodi-
cally by .the department of education. )

" Phe method which can be initiated by the terminal opera-
tors is used when a student identification number for'a child
enrolling at & particular school is not known. This could
accur ‘when a child is being enrolled for the first time or
when a child already enrolled in the system (or his parents)
does not know his student identification number.

* o8
’ * . - 8 3 e
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s State/Depariment ofa Education uses several methods .
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N‘{ » Terninal ogerator improvement program - .
¢

H

»
| Y N —

Td’lniti te a search of the system's data base for a

+particular cnild's record, the terminal operator would enter in-

to the system certain Key data describlnq ‘the student. If the

existing student record and thus determin@ a previously as—-
signed identification number, it will .supply several possi-
ble matches. After considering the possibilities, the
terminal operator can (1) accept one as the correct record,
{2) cause a new record with a new student identification
nvmoer to be geneasrated, or (3) reject the poss1b111t1es
offered, change tne critical data, and initiate ‘another
search. 1In all cases, the terminal operator decides on a
course of action.in cooperatioa with local school ,personnel.

search cannot exactly match the sggziled key data to an

In the other method for checking for duplicate records,
which is initigted by the Arkansas’ State Department of Educa-
tion, & special computer program searches the system's data
base, and lists all possible matches with pertinent key data.
Where™ all key data for a given student record match the . .
sane data 1ﬁ\@nother record, the likelihood of record dupli-~
cation is very good. Conversely, where only some of the
data match, there is less likelihood of record dpplication.
In either instance, a final determination of the existence /
of duplicate records is made through an investigation by the
local education agency and the Arkansas State Department of
ESucation.’ ’ ™~ .

The latter method was last ;\blled in February l97ay when

the system's data-base contained aoproxlnately 375,000 studen
records.. Of these.records, 18,000 were 1dentif1ed as possibl

duplicates. Following a review by State department of educa-’

tion. and local education agency personnel, about 4,500 true

B guplicates.wereﬂidentified and eliminmated, from the data base,

- . .

N\, At the time of our visit .to” Little Rock, State -education

t
Q

officials told us that the progr arm for screehing for dupllcate

‘Xecords had not teen used sincé February 1973 because in

ugust 1973 the system's computer equipment uq&erwent a change

and the o0ld computer orogran had to be alapted to the new
equipment. This was accomplished after our visit and when’
the progbggewas run on February 12, 1975, 2,610 additional

X
-

records w ideftified as duplicates and eliminated from .,

the data base. A State educaztion official told us that the

ghev program would be run pericdically thereafter.

»
v N
.

P
To lmprove datx input to the system, the-arkansas stata
Depactment of Education employs eight individuals to train
project school perso nel and terminal operators. 'Si®x of
- RN )

~—
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» the employees vork uitin the terninal operators to improve
‘their -eéfficiency and accuracy in transmitting &nd receiving
data. * The contract between Of and the. Arkansas State De-
partment of Educatdon reguires that thest employees make
two onsite wisits apnually to each of the terminals. The
other tyo employees triin Rroject school personnel routinely
and upon request ‘through State an& regional conferences
held throughout the year. . . . :

¥ ~

i

- In coMjunction with these training efforts, a, cofputer.
program was developed to collect statistics the number
and types of errors made by the terminal opera ars as they -
enter data into the gystem. The error statistics™are
presented to the teipminal operators as' feedback informpation >
on tqeir keystrokings efficiency and accuracy. N ’ a

.

The individuals who trein the terminal operators said -
the te€ports generdted on the operators were usefyl.in~
identifying training needs. At the time-of ouf visit to
Little Rock, an Arkansasg State Department -0f Education of-
ficial told us that jthe computer program that generate§ the
reports "had not been 'used since 1973, when the computer eguip~
ment for the system was deplaced. Later the program was can-—
verted and the aew prograim was first run commenging on :
April 1, . By letter dated May 5, 1975, the’ States were
notifi that the report§ would bBe sent to them monthly.

LUSIONS ™™ =~ . - ;

. Cqmparin§>t&§:£§2&dds used to gather dadta on.migrant *
children indicate _.;t\sggtmigr&pt Student Record Transfer
Systeam and the migrant pr am allocation subsy§ﬁen provide
& more reliable basis:for allocating title I migrant funds

. to the States than do Labor~statistics. The acturaey of the -
. Yecord transfer system, however,, has nat bean established ‘.
'because the valigdation study did not“provide an adeguate basis
"/ for assessing it., . s ‘-

~
.

AN 4

Using the system appears to be an equitable way to- .

@allocate funds to the States because the amount of funds so~ >

T allocated largely depends on the States' aggressiveness in -
recruiting and enrolling migrant children in their schools.

. Further, we aggee“with the validation study group that the . ~*
system's agcurﬁﬁ&gshoﬁld_improme because its-uSe for fund )
allocation purpos#s:should provide the Statés with an in-

" centive to recruit aqp enroll all eligible children.

N\ - .
The Arkansas State Department of Education is aware o .
of many 'of the problems.causing inaccuracies and appears to h
be taking reafonable steps to corrcct then. The deoartment

L

.o ) 10 . \

—
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~ complete accuracy, however,.

.

™

* ¥
. \-«(
o .

should continue its efforts in this
States receive an equitable share of tit
and that the total migrant program alloc
as possible. It is unlikely that the sys

to assure that

I migrant funds
tion is_as accurate
tem will achieve

because of the magnitude of the
. operation and the many variables involved.

—
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* STATE ALLOCATIONS:

'

[ CHAPTER 3

F13CAL YEAR 1975 MIGRANT PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS®
/ . .
! . The title I migrant program allocation for fiscal year
1975 was $91,553,160 and was approved on November 14, 1974.
Fund allocations to the States--with the exception of
}Alaska} Hawaii, and the District of Columbia, which &id not
eive an allocation--were made on the basis of data
{ided by the Migrant Student Record.Transfer System.

) Amer ican Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust
.TerrMary of the Pacific Islands vere allocated a tota)l of

these areas had not applied for funding.
\Y .

Ty L -

'nggetermining the fiscal year 1¥)5:'7llocations, OE did
not congxger formerly migratory children or migratory chii-
dren of migratory fishermen because accurate estimates of
their numbers were not available. OB did have conservative
data on thiir numbers, however, and should have included some
estimate of these children in the funding base.

5
L

Use of the system resplted in increased allocations to
15 States. The other Statés were not affected because the
Education Amendments of 1974 '‘provide that no State will re-
ceive, in any fiscal year prior to July 1, 1978, less than
,the. amount received in fiscal year 1974. The table below
. compares, for the 15 States receiving increased allocations,
" the actual fiscal year 1975 allocation based on the system,
data with the amount they would have received had Labor .
statistics been used. . C )

~

12 .

o Rico received $515,720 on the basis of Labor statistics.

7; however, these funds were reallocated to the States




“\ ’
)
//
‘ . “System : percent
Labor data data { Increase i:E?éase
rkansas $ 751,595/ $ 17,539,915 # 788,320 104.9 -

563,591 |/ 25,944 4.8 ‘.
1,670,527 1 761,018 83,7 B

242,522 | 177,689 2741 ’
assachu- T ////

I -
Setts 292,85 616,578 ! 323,728 , -110.5 -
ichigan 4,329,746 4,475,087 145,341} 3.;5///

-Minnesota 450,570 - 454,149 3,579 - . '
Missouri 464,942 657,836 192,894 41.5
Néw Mexico 1,016, 2,427,294, 1,410,348 138.7
arolina 1,545,794 1,707, 099/ 161,305 10.4
Vefmont 6,483 ""10,958 4,475 69.0 : /
Waghington 2,095,331 3,419,499 1,324,168 63.2
onsin 529,894 734,020 . 204,1%6 38.5 "
Wyoxming 197,81} 260,928 - 83,117 . 42.0 .
: ‘ _ : - )
i otal $23,270,789  $36,165, 911 $12,895,122 . 55.4
} [ — ———
]
. rhrough fiscal year '1974, Alaska, Hawaii, and the District -

of Columbia had not received a title I migrant program alloca-
tion because there were no applicabjte Labor statls ics avail-

~able, Conseguently, they have pot participated the sykatem
i and did not receive an allocation’ ﬁor fiscal year 1975.1/ *

e e [ .
. . FORHERLY HIGRATORY CHILDREN . . . . 9

OE Offlclals told us that former;y mlcratoryzchlldren
were not included in the funding base for fiscal year 1975
allocations because accurate estimates of their number s and
locations were not available. The only estimates avallable
were those obtained primarily from an OE telephone survey )
of the States and Puerto Rico made in October 1974. . OE of~ o
f;c1a1s said that, although the estimates were not, very ac-
curate, they believed them to be conservative. The total
egtimated number of formerly mxgratory children was 275 246,
distributed as. shown below . .

»e

1/0n May 9, 1975, Alaska- requested funds to recruit mi grant
children and to-plan-for a migrant program; OE prov1ded .
' $64 400 for these purppses. ) .

1 ' '
" ! -
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Alabama . 20¢ Montana
Alaska 200 Nebraska
Arizona T 2,250 Nevada
Arkansas 2,320 Nev Hampshire
Ca)hfornxa 64,500 New Jersey -
6,250 New Mexico
2,250 New York
52 N Carolin
45,000 -North Dakota
300 Ohio
225 Oklahoma
7,560 égon
1,800 Pernnsylvania
- 2,700 hode Island
S 62 outh Carolin
1,800 ' South Dakota .
Kentucky 120 Tennessee
Louisiana 520 Texas
Maine 501° Utah
Marylangd 200 " Vermont
_Massachusetts 2,250 ¢ Virginia
Michigan 15,000 Washington
_Minnesota 561 West Virginia
Mississippi. 820 Wisconsin , |
Missouri 800 Wyoming ‘/
N Puerto Rico

N [N

5 ~ \ ’
NBte~\03 off1c1ais said no estimates werL ava1lable er the

Dlstrlct/bf Columbia.

=,

MIGRATQRY QHILDREN OF MIGRATORX FISHEBHEh// 1

” Acq d1ng to OE, comprehensive and
on the number and location of these chiYdren was

ccura

for inclusion in,the fisca) year 1975 llocati

Estinates avallable at the time were

" Commerce statistics.,

eéstimates were not accurate, tbey
tive. -

¥

The Deparimont of Commerc

ased on

As with the, esfimates |of
tory children, OF OffIClalS told us§ thatl alitho

elievéd them

receites reéport

a 3,100
a . 300

200
12,000
50
.963

320
‘%,ooo‘

e‘lnformatﬂon
tnot avallablg
p base..
Epartment of

formerly milgra~
gh these Je
;to be copserva-

f' : /

.

§ from the /]

States on the estimated number of.commercial
vessels and (2) on boats and on shore., Thes
tions are further categqorized on the ba51a,c

fishermen (1) on
e two classifipa-

£ full-time anB

» Y { [

|
.o S : 1
!
3
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part~time workers.

T e e £ o v A 3 St e 30 e e e+ e ,/_..-.......—
’ L
N . ®
’

/o

A "full-time worker"

’

vho spends 50 percent or more of his working ye

mercial fishing acti

vities,

~

is defined as one ’
in com- -

OE's estimate of the number of migratory children of
migratory fishermen is based on the number of part~time

fishermen reported.

Again, CE

applied a factor of

three-

guarters to™these estimates to conyert commercxal fishermen

to migratory children of migratory fishefmen.
determine’ fuil-time equivalency, OE estimated-that eac
in a particular State for 3 months of
ratory chiXdren of migrator

child reside

Further,

175
154

182
1 £ 350 \ -
Y

The ﬁotal number of mi
men Xas estimated to bF;lZ,Oé?, distributed as bgl
/
Alabama 94 . Montana //
'Alaska 713 Nebraska
" Arizona . -~ Nevadamﬁ/
Arkansas - + 450 New Ha hire
. California 861 New Jersoy
Colorado . - Nefr Mexico
Connecticut 104 ew York
Delaware- . 94 North Carolj
Florida 431 7/ North Dako
‘Georgia 158 Chio ’
" Hawaii . 55 Oklahoma
Idgho 81 Oregon’
Illinois . 55 Pennsylvaria
Indiana ~ 21 Rhode Island -
Iowa 101 South £arqlina
Kausas 19 South D&kota
Kentucky 9° - Tennessee
Louisiana 619 Texas L.
Maine 923 v . Utah
Maryland 1,688 ‘Vermonk
"+ Massachusetts 797 JVirginia
Michigan . 59 Washington -
' Minnesota 113 West Virginia -
Misgissippi v, 235 » Wisconsin
' ‘Missouri 92 Wyoming
Noté: OE officials said the Departm?nt of Commerce did .not

y have information available for the District of Columbla
or Puerto Rlco.
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PUERTO RECO . .. .
) : Puerto Rico’s allccation of $515,720 for fisca) year = .

- 1975 was based on data contained in Labor's‘'monthly "In-~
Season Farm Labor Report." These reports provide data on
the number of interstate migratory agricultural workers
brought into the United States from Puerto Rico under con-
! tract. . The reports showed that in 1273 there weré 14,641 such
workers. B

OE off1c1alo told us that the reports are being used only
* as an interim measure until Puerto Rico—is included in the
e o system. ' They said the reports, are inadequdte primarily be-
cause they do not include intraterritory migrants and count -
.—~adults rather than children. ~To estimare the number of
’ children, OE applied the Factor of three-quarters'to the )
nurber of a rrive at full-time equivalehcy using
i Labo:,data, (0] es£1§§;ZE th h; avargce the wo:kers

were in the United States for 6 mo} Aths . . y//ﬁ
CONCLUSIONS , L~ . R .
el ad Aol o ) . .

E should have included an estimate of the number.of '
formerly mlc:atory childres and migratory children of migra-
tory fishermen in the funding base fog the fiscal ‘year 1975
allocations. ' OE did not_have accurate and complete estlmgtes
of these children but belxeved that the availahle estimates
were conservative. Including estimates of thesg children in
\ the Fiscal year~1975 allocation ba§e would have ‘provided
\ g:eater assurance that the.leglslatxve 1ntent was ca:rled out. .
\ g

\hc;mcv COMMENTS . .-~ e
On August/ﬁ, 1975, we discussed. tkhe réport with OE of- "
f1c1als. Co ce:ning the fiscal year 1935 migrant program ‘

vooTy

\

ratory fishermen
of their numbens
fl

tory children and migratory chlldten of m
S, were f counted becayse accusate estimate
'\ were ot .available, They p01nted out, howe
. fiscal yedr 1976 the full-~
~ formerly migratgry children and
of migratory ermen were specifica
system and were counted in determlnlng th
ccations for that year.

-
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

w
Comptroller Gemeral of the U.S.
General- Accounting Office

' -

®°

- 441 G Street, NW

kWashingten, D.C,

Dear Mr.

Sfaafb:

"

Mmgust 1, 1974

mer Steats

b0548

.

.

On July 31 the tHouse passed and sent to the Pre 1dent H.R: 69,
Education Amendments of 1974. oo
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The

One,sectlon of the bill, Section 122, extends the program for migra~

J/ tory children under Title T of the Elementary and Secondary Education .

- ‘ﬁct.

The amendments to that act direct the Commissioner of Education

to make use of the Migrant Student Record Transfer S)stem to deter-
mine the actual number of migruat students. ‘

>

'r

Since this is an important step in the migrant-proéram under Title I,

‘I would like to request that the GAO audit the MSRIS to determine its
N acturacy, its efficiency, the degree of nazticxpatlon and other

relevant ipformation.

\thth kind regavds,

1 remain

N

17

"Thank you for your a;tention to this request.

(

Sincerely yours,
. - \‘\
, .
1 _)( (WL
{ s
-ALBERT H. QUIE
Membev of C

(..
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PRINCIPAL/OFFICIALS OF THE

% DEPARTMBNT OF ﬁ/;LTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARB

RLSP0N54ErE7Eor THE ACTIVITIES

» DISCUSSSD IN THIS REPORT N
0(’ ) i T ' ’
N - = - i
. . Tenure of office
R ’/7 From To
Aot - . S
- . / SECRETARY OF JMEALTH, EDUCATION, . e
S . ARD WELFARE: ' : _ . L _
_ : oL David Matthews Aug. 1975 Present . ,
T . Caspar W. Welnborger Feb.,” 1973 ‘Aug. 1975 )
' T Frank C, Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb., 1973
‘Elliot«h:‘RTEﬁprdson Juné 1870 Jan. 1973
. Robert H. Finch Jan.. 19689 June 1870
. , *  "Wilbur J. Cohen "Mar. 19§§/’ Jan. 186 -
. P John W. Gardnéi/ Aug. 196 Mar. 19 o .
S @éSIST}NT'SgtRETA?é (snugag;ow)' e -
: Virginia ¥< otter June 1974 Present )
— . Charles B, Saunders, Jr. o .
(acting) /7 Mov. 1973 June 1974 \
Sidney P.,narland Jr. Nov. 1972 Nov. 1973 - -’
)  CONMISSIONER OF EDUCATION: ‘ i : ; .
s . Terrel H. Bell . . June 1974 Present
- » John R. Ottina . -Aug. 1973 - June 1974 -
- ” John R. Ottina (acting) Nov. 1972 Aug. 1973 .
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Dec. 19790 Nov. X972 - :
TerteléB Bell (acting) June 1970 Dec.. 13970
: James Allen,.Jdr. ’ May 1969 * June 1970
~ peter PB. Muirhead (acting) <, ‘Jan. 1969 May 1969 .
.o Harold Howe II . ' Jan. 1986 . Jan., 1569
\u . v '
. , -
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f .. v Al
| » \ ) ...
] s -
) . . . ' { 24 |
L] . / / ~ .




